ABSTRACT: A series of two-week international workshops was held in Joensuu, Finland during February 2010, in Glasgow, Scotland in February 2011 and again in Nicosia, Cyprus during February 2012. Entitled "Intercultural Innovation Insight Workshop" (3EYES), they were sponsored by the European Lifelong Learning programme. Students from Portugal, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Finland and the United Kingdom were placed in multi-cultural teams of five. Each team had two product designers, one graphic designer, one financial and one marketing student. They were set the task of devising new product ideas for a local company and they had two weeks within which to do it. These intensive workshops comprised lectures and practical tutorials as well as ideation sessions for the new product ideas and represent one way in which international issues may be appreciated and accommodated. During the first innovation camp the students examined product futures for a fairly large Finnish ceramics company, the Glasgow workshop liaised with a micro-company and during the third 3EYES workshop, the Municipality of Nicosia was helped in its bid to become the European City of Culture 2017. All three events dealt with a completely different clientele: the first was a medium sized company, the second a micro company and the third a Municipal authority. The output of the first two was expected to be a physical product or product idea whereas the third did not need to be a product of any sort. The previous paper, which was delivered in the South African conference last year, compared the first two events and discussed issues of social responsiveness, shared goals and identity. Now that the third (and last) event has taken place, it is time to take stock. We conclude that the students gain greatly from both cultural and functional interaction on a way that cannot be reproduced by means of local teaching. This experience is attitude forming and can transform motivation. It also has the desired effect of increasing the desire to go on Erasmus placements in subsequent years. The perceptions from staff who attended are compared with similar reflections from staff who worked on a different, video conference based, approach. The differences in the financial sustainability of such projects are discussed and the benefits of each model evaluated.
INTRODUCTION
This paper will reflect on three workshops financed by the European Union under the banner of the Erasmus "Intensive Programme" (IP),an element of their Lifelong Learning programme [1] , [2] , [3] . They were entitled "Intercultural Innovation Insight Workshops" (3EYES)
For the European Commission an IP, as expressed in the application form, aims to [4] :
General requirements
• To improve the quality and to increase the volume of student and teaching staff mobility throughout Europe, so as to contribute to the achievement by 2012 of at least 3 million individual participants in student mobility under the Erasmus programme and its predecessor programmes.
• To improve the quality and to increase the volume of multilateral cooperation between higher education institutions in Europe.
• To increase the degree of transparency and compatibility between higher education and advanced vocational education qualifications gained in Europe
• To improve the quality and to increase the volume of cooperation between higher education institutions and enterprises • To facilitate the development of innovative practices in education and training at tertiary level, and their transfer, including from one participating country to others • To support the development of innovative ICT-based content, services, pedagogies and practice for lifelong learning • Specific requirements • Present a strong multidisciplinary approach.
• Focus on subject areas which are currently underrepresented in Erasmus student mobility (over-represented areas: business studies, social sciences, law, arts, humanities, languages).
• Train students' entrepreneurial competences in any subject area • • Five European universities collaborated in this venture:
• Glasgow Caledonian University, Scotland (product design)
• North Karelia University of applied Sciences, Finland, (product design)
• Frederik University, Cyprus (graphic design) • Silesian University in Opava (Marketing) • Polytechnic Institute of Porto (IPP) (Finance) They met the above requirements by asking students to create feasible ideas for new products according to needs expressed by a collaborating company because new product development (NPD) demands cross-disciplinary activities requiring, as it does, input from design, market, finance and manufacturing.
THE THREE WORKSHOPS
a) The first workshop was held in Joensuu, Finland. It comprised lectures and seminars coupled to teamwork on the assigned problem. One student from each country was assigned to a team and, working on a flat table, they were guided through a process that culminated in a presentation to the SME of their suggested new product. During the course of their team discussions, there was staff available to facilitate progress. At the end of each day, the teams' work was displayed and they were asked to explain and answer questions on their work. To help them, and to encourage a technical understanding of the issues, students were taken to the company to inspect their products. One particularly important part of the IP was the cultural experience. A number of typical events were staged to help them appreciate this aspect of the country within they worked. b) The second workshop was held in Glasgow, Scotland. In contrast, this workshop helped a micro-company comprising just 2 people: a father and son. The arrangements were similar to the previous year but, in reaction to criticism, the lecture series was curtailed to allow more team time. c) The assignment for the third IP was different again. The teams worked for a Municipal Authority of Nicosia, Cyprus to develop promotional products. Working again around flat tables the teams were guided in a more formal way by means of timetabled team meetings with two assigned tutors.
STUDENT REACTION TO THE WORKSHOPS
At the close of each workshop, the IP required students to complete a questionnaire. It was used to ask about motivation, information and support, accommodation and infrastructure, recognition, and evaluation of the IP. The main aim of the analysis was to understand what were the points in need of improvement for the following workshops of the programme. Table 1 indicates the student average response to their motivation to attend the workshop on a scale of 1 to 5: 5 being the most enthusiastic agreement. Of the five criteria, the European experience was the greatest factor. This was by no means untypical.
Generally, the students felt that the experience was very positive. Table 2 shows very encouraging support for this form of workshop. In fact, more than 80% of students (85%) evaluated the programme as 4 or 5. Very rewarding for the organization team. In the second workshop a student said: "I consider this workshop a good life experience. This workshop gave me the opportunity to find out that the theory and practice are two totally different things. I also found out that the cooperation in multicultural team is really difficult."
In terms of dates and duration of the programme students were very satisfied, especially during the first and third workshops. Almost 80% of students responded 4 or 5. The second workshop, in Glasgow was less successful in that only 70% of students responded 4 or 5. A student commented about Glasgow: "I thought the IP could last longer, we only had two weeks to learn about the subjects and to start and finish the project. We could have participated in more activities together, like the caileigh, which was very fun. But in a general perspective, the program was very good, and well structured."
Accommodation in the host country was not thought to be very good except for the first workshop, in which almost 80% of students responded they were satisfied or very much satisfied (i.e, responded 4 or 5), the other two workshops had lower results. Only 18% of students responded 4 or 5 during the second workshop, which improve to 42% of students in Cyprus. During the second workshop a student said: "Also there was a problem about the accommodation because we didn´t have hot water for a few couple days, it was really cold in there and it was pretty far from the school."
However, it is nice to receive very positive feedback from students (what happened during the first workshop). A student affirmed: "The way in which we were accommodated was a very positive aspect. Students from four countries were put up in the same hostel. This gave us more time to get to know each other and so were more comfortable when working in our groups. This also gave us time to socialize together and relax within the hostel in the mornings and evenings .The short distance between the hostel and the university meant that each group could walk together giving us better sense of direction around the area. This was a real pleasure for us to walk every day and would not have changed this if given the choice."
As this text suggests, it was the social activities that received the most praise. Table 3 shows how the average response was greater than 4 for "other activities". All three venues were able to give the students a truly cultural experience which, for some students who had never travelled abroad before was both life enhancing yet scary in the sense that so many experiences were completely outside of their experience: things such as food, music and dance. Students believed very strongly that this experience will help them in their further studies / career, in fact over the three workshops, 85% of students chose 4 or 5. 
TEXT ANALYSIS OF THE STUDENT REACTIONS
course of the last workshop, students were required, as part of their assessment to write an essay that reflected on the workshop itself. These have been subjected to a sentence analysis and to date, of the 3042 sentences written by the students, 2280 have received a preliminary analysis to identify the primary objective of the sentence and of these, 683 have received more detailed examination to identify additional (secondary) implications.
Each sentence was placed into one or more of 31 categories as either a positive or a negative comment. Subsequently, the 31 were consolidated into 8 categories for ease of analysis, table 4 Figure 1 shows the number of responses per category for the 683 sentences that have been vigorously analysed. It is encouraging to note that there are approximately 10% negative (critical) responses because it is not unknown for students to write a more saccharin report to gain marks. figure 2 , suggesting that the students had difficulty relating them to other categories.
Figure 2.
Percentage difference between primary and secondary positive sentences.
As an example, here is a sentence within the "C" category that relates to both C and T: "We all helped each other and at times they would help explain my point in different English to another for example if they didn't understand something I had said they would change into different English to explain to another (sic)."
On the other hand, here is a sentence from the M category:
Applications and websites are something that most of the people use nowadays in order to inform themselves about everything in their everyday lives.
Since the workshop is based about team working, it might be expected that there would be a good proportion of secondary comments related to the T category, and so it proved. Table 5 displays the analysis of the 683 sentences in which it can be seen that the most common secondary category is T for all but G, M and P. The rows representing the responses within categories defined in the columns. Table 5 . Percentage of secondary subjects per category Table 6 is an example of sentences from within the database of 3042. We have selected every 150th sentence so that the comments are an unbiased sample. As can be seen, there is a mix of both positive and negative comments. Table 6 . Random selection of sentences from student reflective essays.
sequence number sentence 2 The programme allowed me to learn more about these countries and their cultures. 152 The main deficiencies were in our way to organize the working.
302
Language barriers were difficult at times, as some members of the group could not communicate as strongly as others. 452 Outlet electrical plugs are also quite different, to those in Central Europe. 602 I had lots of ideas in my mind but I wasn't sure how to describe them in English.
752
I also created a financial plan and printed to present to municipal officers, because in the final presentation the time was short and we only had time to talk about the future projections of gains that Nicosia would have.
902
During a couple of days I started to understand to the rest of my team quite well and me wasn´t afraid to ask them meaning some words.
1052
and creates a great "green" image for the city due to it's solar panel power source all within a great modern and traditional styled appearance.
1202 I think that sometimes having a leader in a team limits the participation of other group members.
1352 We wanted to come with some unique project that would people make remember Nicosia.
1502
Within my group this wasn't really an issue as everyone usually came with new ideas, new research or the work that was needed for the next day. 1652 On Sunday, Cypriot took us by bus on trip around island. 1802 I think they could have been deeper and wider, not only a scratch in the issue.
1952
The project was stressful towards the end, but nonetheless it was an incredible trip and I really value the experience that I luckily got the opportunity to have.
2102
Honestly, later we did not need so much already, we had enough information and we took that from what we have learned and found ourselves.
2252
Our ideas were improving continuously and each of us was contributing to the team by giving their opinions.
2402
Why? I'm used to work with people with economic background who are used to work at least 8 hours per day and my group mates were completely different.
2552
Also the good concept of the pocket sized leaflet which has only the information visitors really need, may be used later on. 2702 What I experienced during those fourteen days it just does not experience again. 2852 The last day in Nicosia was luckily quite nice.
3002
However close to the second week as one of our team members was asked to leave we started speaking to each other.
However, the sentences we have selected show that not all of them are of equal worth for the purposes of analysis so it is worthwhile picking out some others that are particularly useful; quotes are verbatim: "It pushed me to the next level. I had never worked in a team that had only communicate in English and learned a lot from it. I think that working in a team where you have to overcome language and cultural barriers is perhaps the biggest thing to take from the 3EYES experience."
STAFF REACTION TO THE WORKSHOPS
Staff understood that student criticism was largely directed at the amount of time taken up by the lecture/seminar series, leaving too little time for project work. In consequence, the Glasgow lectures were compressed into a shorter number of days. However, they did include an extra, technical, lecture on solar cells to support the subject of the project. This did not go down well with students who were only slightly technically literate at best. In consequence, the rating for Glasgow "profs" (Table 3 ) was low.
In view of continued criticism, the lectures during the third workshop were (nominally) restricted to 30 minutes with narrowly focussed tutorials. Thus the staff were encouraged to deliver only those tools needed for the specific assignment, rather than providing an overview of the subject. This seemed to work well as the ratings improved once more. Table 7 provides an overview of the workshop timetable over the three IP.
One contributing factor to the poor performance in Glasgow was the nature of facilitating. During the first workshop, although there were nine teaching staff, only three of them were familiar with the nature of facilitating in this alien format. In consequence, there was light contact between staff and students during the team work periods. In essence, staff visited the tables informally and infrequently during the course of the workshop. However, that staffs attending Glasgow were now familiar with the pedagogical methods and everyone joined in such that the intervention was somewhat intrusive. One specific characteristic of the Glasgow teams was the extensive use of laptops so that teams working around a flat table, seemed as if they were a collection of individuals surrounding a defensive wall of laptop screens (fig 3) .
Figure 3. Tutor advising a team of laptops
Staff wondered if this physical barrier was also a psychological barrier. In consequence, the third IP was structured quite differently so that, other than lectures/seminars, students were only required to attend for one hour per day for a formal meeting with two nominated tutor/facilitators: laptops excluded from the meetings to encourage debate! In fact, giving the teams a freedom to work either within or without the university worked very well: most teams worked mainly within the university and voluntarily called for additional tutor advice from time to time.
DISCUSSION
All the three workshops were well received by students, albeit with some criticisms, but staff was unhappy about teamwork. There were ice breaking activities but, while teams developed close friendships, their team working was less satisfactory.
Following an initial bonding phase, the teams cooperated to generate initial ideas on new products after which they separated on discipline lines until they were forced to re-form to develop their last presentation. In consequence, the product they developed was interesting but not outstanding. Staff left the last workshop with a view that other ways need to be used to truly encourage invention.
Nevertheless, students gained immensely from the social and cultural interactions and also realised that a real project relies on contributions from many disciplines in addition to their own. They also realised how the teaching and working methods in other countries and disciplines could differ considerably from their own.
Many also expressed a desire to experience international work again.
Thus the principal reason for the workshops have been achieved and Erasmus can feel justified in their sponsorship but at what cost? All were paid both a per diem rate and travel to the venue, which amounted to many thousands of Euros so if there was no European sponsorship would the workshop continue to be run? It is unlikely unless there is either some form of sponsorship or the workshop becomes self-financing.
An alternative methodology has been reported in an earlier conference [5] where two teams, one of engineering and one of business, collaborate to develop a new product using video conference (VC) to communicate because they work in different countries.
The rationale for this format stems from increasing global specialization of work, where multidisciplinary virtual teams comprised of technical and business members are increasingly common in today's workplace. While higher education has responded by creating opportunities for remote teams to learn from collaborative work (see for example [6] , [7] , [8] ) engagements between significantly diverse disciplines, such as business and engineering, are few [9] . Such remotely situated diverse teams must not merely foster trust, communications, and productive relationships but must also develop a mutual understanding of each other's disciplines despite potentially divergent goals, all via technology-mediated communications.
Equipment costs for this methodology are fairly modest but not insignificant bearing in mind a need for a professional VC to support team meetings (since web cams are good for individual communications but not for formal meetings). However, the tutor overhead is quite high to support learning by means of regular team meetings.
Co-operative learning is most effective when collaborating teams are positively interdependent upon each other [10] . Thus the team project was designed to have common outcomes, inter-dependant work processes and joint responsibility for managing the communications. Despite this, there was still a sense that engineers kept "marketing issues" at arms length and visa versa.
The similarity in behaviour between disparate disciplines is observed in both styles of project. To an extent it is understandable since there are few attempts within higher education to encourage inter-disciplinary cooperation, a trait reflected (unfortunately) within the industrial sector but which might, in truth, be merely an extension of historical attitudes encouraged throughout the education process.
In any event, the 3EYES workshop cost many tens of thousands of pounds while the VC methodology was considerably cheaper but which has not quite the same cultural impact.
CONCLUSIONS
Three workshops have been described that were sponsored by ERASMUS funds. The outcomes can be regarded as extremely positive as regards social and cultural learning and a desire to repeat the experience. The candidates were challenged to work in an unusual environment as compared with their home university but they learned about cooperation and the diverse needs of international projects.
It would be unlikely that the high cost of these projects would be found without EU sponsorship. In contrast, a less expensive route was introduced that achieves most but not all of the 3EYES objectives.
We believe in both these projects because some way must be found that improves the employability of students [11] , [12] . Therefore it is our responsibility to move away from traditional forms and experiment even more with methodologies that promote not just the pursuit of knowledge but the pursuit of experience.
